Dear Sir -35 years ago, when satellite broadcasting was still being invented by Arthur C. Clarke, the BBC, with a little help from me, was trying to launch a new, high-quality sound service, using F.M at VHF. Then, oddly enough, we had a working transmitter (at Wrotham) but no receivers -we had to make them ourselves. We managed to get a few receivers by contract -I remember the Fitton and the Crystal-KB -but it was a gruelling job trying to get the industry interested in the public market. We swilled gin with the manufacturers; we battled with BREMA, until we eventually had some working prototypes.
But the big hang-up was the 'marketing' -the makers said: 'Yes, we can make a pretty box with polished veneer and a tygan fret and we can give you a "magic eye" that twinkles when you tune; but we can't sell this "aerial" you talk about -this great mass of twisted coat-hangers that goes on the roof; you'll just have to get rid of that!' So we said 'We can't -we've done all we can with the transmitter and we need some directivity and gain at the receiver; you'll have to try again.' So they did; they put more gain into the receiver and raced to raise the sensitivity so that it would work on half a microvolt. And so it was.
You bought a set: the dealer turned it on and gave you an impressive blast of blue-spectrum noise. 'Do I need an aerial, then? 1 you shouted. 'Not really, Sir, a piece of wet string will do -or perhaps your wife would prefer this charming set-top aerial,' and he put a pair of rabbit's ears on the set, plugged it in and you were sold! At least you were happy for a few hours, days or weeks; until you had to go back to the shop and complain that you couldn't find the loose screw that was rattling at the back of the set. 'Oh no, Sir, it's not the set: you see, the reproduction is so faithful that you can hear the distortion that they're actually transmitting!' So the grumbling and the complaints started and it cost the BBC a great deal of time and money to scrape the egg off its face and tell the customer that, if he wanted to get rid of multipath distortion, he would have to shell out for a 'proper' aerial on the roof, like they had planned in the first place.
It's going to happen again. When the first full-power TV broadcast satellite goes up and the public want to see the pictures, the customer will ring up the shop and a man will come round with a little box and plug it in behind the set. Then, because he simply can't wait to see the picture, and doesn't want the bother of a dish on the roof, the dealer will very likely move the set near to a south-facing window, put a pretty little 'rabbit's ear' on the top, wiggle it about and get a picture. Even though the aerial is only a foot across, the picture and sound will be perfectly acceptable and the 'rabbit's ears' will sell in thousands.
That is until they send up the next satellite, 6,12 or 18° away from the first, but on the same channel; then the pictures will suffer from cochannel interference because the little dish is too small to give enough discrimination against the off-axis radiation from the unwanted satellite.
Then another satellite goes up and transmits to a neighbouring area on^the adjacent channel with the opposite polarisation. Even worse interference, because the little dish, squinting obliquely through the double glazing, does not give enough discrimination against the unwanted polarisation.
So the public will complain and the broadcasters will again have to scrape off the egg and tell people to put the 'rabbit's ears' in the dustbin and pay up to have a dish on the roof (at least as big as the dustbin lid) or wherever there's a clear view of the satellite. And then, while the small-dish makers are enjoying their profits, the promotion and sales of more suitable satellite-receiving aerials may get under way so that every country in the world may have an equal chance of enjoying interference-free reception, in the way that it was planned.
Perhaps all small, set-top aerials should be banned. But maybe, rather like cigarettes, all that can be done is to force them to carry an ITU interference warning -such as: 'Small dishes can seriously impair your reception'. This was propelled by two contrarotating screws driven by an electric motor supplied through a drum-mounted cable (contained within the torpedo). With the propulsion and steering currents derived from a shore installation and fed through the cable (which unwound as the torpedo advanced) a speed of 12 knots (compared with Whitehead's 24) was achieved. Although the Sims torpedo was never developed into an effective practical weapon it does, I think, deserve to be recognised, possibly, as the first weapon able to be guided onto its target by electrical signals. (Incidentally, in the 19th century, torpedoes were more generally known as 'locomotive torpedoes' -a description which may have puzzled and disturbed not a few members of the Victorian 'intercity set'.) Also in his resume, Sir Lindsay refers to the German acoustic homing torpedo, used with devastating effect against ships of the Royal Navy in the Second World War. If memory serves correctly, these weapons were first used in significant numbers in the Western Approaches around late 1942 or early 1943, and those of us serving in convoy escort groups at that time were uncomfortably aware of the fact that frigates and destroyers were the principal targets. However, as a naval 'Sam Johnson' might have put it, nothing concentrates a sailor's mind more sharply than the prospect of a sudden icy immersion and suggestions relating to possible defensive measures soon emerged.
In particular, a fellow member of the Liverpool Escort Force (whose name I have long forgotten) suggested the idea of towing decoy noise-making machines. This proposal (appropriately codenamed 'Foxer'), eventually appeared in a practical form consisting of two such devices streamed, paravane fashion, to port and starboard and trailing astern -at an appropriate distance! Thus, an acoustic torpedo, lured away from its target, would describe a 'figure-of-eight' pattern around the Foxers until, self-destructing at the end of its run, it would announce the enemy's presence. (There can have been few wartime, maritime sounds more gratifying to an SOE* than the harmless but revealing detonation of a German torpedo).
Unfortunately there was, as always, a price to pay for success: the towing ship's 'hearing' was impaired and, understandably, few SOEs were eager to stream Foxers when U-boats were known to be in the vicinity. An unhappy paradox! Again, however, operational techniques evolved to allow U-boats to be hunted effectively with Foxers in operation and the acoustic torpedo ceased to be, for a time, the sailor's nightmare. But not for long; the Kriegsmarine, of course, soon became aware of our countermeasures and information derived from the interrogation of U-boat survivors revealed that a new version, with discriminating ability, was under development by the Spring of 1944.
To every action there is, it is said, an equal and opposite reaction, and I have often wondered what fiendish 'improvements' and countermeasures ultimately emerged in the development of acoustic torpedoes. Perhaps one of Sir Lindsay's former colleagues could, through the medium of your columns, tell us a little more. 
